Caseless fragments, on the other hand, are base-generated nonsentential XPs whose interpretations come directly from pragmatics-discourse.
Interestingly, the fragments that consist of nonsentential XPs in (1B), (2B) and (3B) convey the same propositional contents as fully sentential answers like (4a), (4b) and (4c), respectively, and they have identical assertoric forces as their full sentential counterparts.
(4) a. John killed the janitor.
b. After the movie ended, he left.
c. Bush wanted to take it over. Merchant's (2001 Merchant's ( , 2004 Merchant's ( , 2006 ellipsis analysis assumes that a fragmentary utterance such as (1B) is derived through movement of remnant fragments prior to ellipsis of the full-fledged sentential structures, as shown in (5). b. Every translator greeted three (diplomats).
In both the fragment and full clause answers in (6B), three can take scope over or under every. Thus, the PF-deletion analysis of fragment answers gains another support from scoping phenomena in English.
Case connectivity also supports the ellipsis analysis. More specifically, the morphological case form of fragment DP is exactly the same as the one we find in the corresponding DP in a fully sentential structure. However, as pointed out by Elugardo & Stainton (2005) , although there are many things to which 'ellipsis' can be readily applied to, it's quite unclear whether all of them can be analyzed in the same way. First, as pointed out by Culicover & Jackendoff (2005) , in some case, a fragment answer doesn't seem to refer to its question counterpart as its sentential source.
1 Merchant (2004:680) In other words, it is far less clear what would be exact sentential sources of (10B) if it is analyzed as an instance of clausal ellipsis.
To capture these problematic cases of fragments, we suggest in this paper that there are two distinct ways of deriving fragment constructions in English. More specifically, we propose that Case-marked fragments are derived from TP ellipsis while Caseless fragments are base-generated as nonsentential XPs. We adopt the proposal in Ahn & Cho (2006 The direct interpretation analyses are proposed by Barton (1990 , 1991 ), Lappin (1996 , Ginzburg & Sag (2000) , Jackendoff (2002), Culicover & Jackendoff (2005) , Barton & Progovac (2005) , Stainton (1995 Stainton ( , 1997 Stainton ( , 1998 Stainton ( , 2005 Stainton ( , 2006 . Under the analyses, fragments are nonsentential XPs. The interpretation of the nonsentential XPs involves not a literal copy of the antecedent, but rather a pragmatic discourse relation to the antecedent.
By contrast, according to the ellipsis analyses proposed by Hankamer (1971 ), Wasow (1972 , Morgan (1973) , Sag (1976 ), Williams (1977 , Tancredi (1992 ), Fiengo & May (1994 , Stanley (2000) , Merchant (2004) , Ludlow (2005) , fragments have full sentential structure prior to ellipsis and the interpretation follows from the sentential structure that supports a propositional interpretation.
2. Toward a Solution: Two Types of Fragments 2.1 Case-marked Fragments vs. Caseless Fragments
The crucial difference between (1b) and (10B), repeated here as (12B) and (13B), respectively is presence or absence of a determiner. 
b. Every translator greeted three (diplomats).
Note that the bare numerals like two or three alone can occur in argument positions, and hence should be Case-marked, as shown in (i).
(i) Two is company. Three is a crowd.
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As mentioned in Section one, (12B) and (13B) e. You bring me a headache.
The interpretational contrast between (12B) and (13B) In a similar vein, the analysis advanced here also accounts for the contrast between (18) and (19). (18) The fragment is the result of movement (to Spec-C) followed by elision of TP, as depicted in (i).
(
However, as the reviewer indicates, the non-elided counterpart of (ii) isn't well-formed, as shown in (iii). The ill-formedness of (iiiB) seems to be related to the nature of movement A book.
The movement is analyzed not as focus movement but as topicalization. The indefinite nominal cannot undergo topicalization, which results in ill-formedness of (iiiB). The contrast between (iiiB) and (iiiB') shows that focus movement doesn't occur in English except for fragments (recall (iB) vs. (iiiB')). It is not clear why this contrast holds in English. The sentential sources of (18B') and (19B'), however, are not clear.
Anything related to the violin can be possible interpretations of the fragments. In particular, it isn't necessary for (18B') and (19B') to have the sentential sources like (22a) and (22b), respectively. With respect to absolutely, two reviewers point out the possibility that it can be analyzed in the way similar to Yes. Whether it is an adverb or an interjection, it is regarded as a Caseless fragment under the analysis advanced here. The dominant interpretation of (27B) seems to be (29). By contrast, (28B) has various interpretative options like (30a-c) plus (29).
(29) I put it on the desk.
(30) a. I have seen it on the desk.
b. I saw someone put it on the desk.
c. Go get it, it's on the desk.
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We assume that adjunct PPs don't have any formal features (in particular, Case features) to be checked, and hence are void of sentential structure for feature checking. Then, (28) In order to capture the contrast between argument PP and adjunct PP, we could possibly assume that theta-roles are features (Bošković & Takahashi 1998 , Hornstein 1999 , and Manzini and Roussou 2000 . On this view, the argument PP fragments have full sentential structures to have their theta feature checked. As a result, the argument PP fragments are interpreted from their full sentential structures.
In addition, it is generally assumed that argument PP is assigned inherent Case with theta roles. Again, in the case of argument PP fragments to have inherent Case assigned, the coherent syntactic structure is required. As a result, the 914 Hee-Don Ahn·Sungeun Cho Culicover & Jackendoff (2005) note that PP fragments can be problematic for ellipsis analysis of fragments like Merchant (2004) . Recall (8) and (9), repeated here as (31) In such case, however, ellipsis isn't possible because it violates (semantic or morpho-syntactic) "identity condition on ellipsis." In order for ellipsis to be possible, the antecedent should be like 'Will you fix me a drink?.' Otherwise, ellipsis cannot occur.
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Note that these fragments are not Case-marked, and hence do not have to be licensed in the sentential structures. Thus, no parallelism issues for ellipsis arise here (since these are not genuine instances of ellipsis phenomena), and they too are interpreted directly from context.
Predicate Fragments
Predicate fragments seem to be also problematic under move-and-delete analysis. Let us look at AP fragment in the following. (<--What did he do with his sister?) 13 An anonymous reviewer points out the possibility that (40B) and (41B) might be analyzed as cases of "repair by ellipsis" for island violations. That is, the island violations of full sentential counterparts might be ameliorated in fragments that undergo ellipsis. However, as indicated by Merchant (2004:688) Were these fragments derived via move-and-delete, movement of fragment remnants should be possible in their sentential counterparts, contrary to facts. Thus, fragments in (40-44) aren't derived through ellipsis with movement: They are base-generated nonsententials like AP, N, PP, and so forth (exact labelling is not our direct concern here).
In sum, Culicover & Jackendoff's (2005) fragments, on the other hand, are base-generated nonsentential XPs whose interpretations come directly from pragmatics-discourse. We suggest that some of major counterexamples to Merchant's (2004) move-and-delete analysis put forward by Culicover & Jackendoff (2005) and others are analyzed essentially as Caseless fragments that in fact don't undergo movement and ellipsis.
